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Remarks 

Claim Amendment 

Claim 73 is amended to replace the range "12 to 50" with -10 to 80-, derived 
from the specification as filed at paragraph [0089]. No new matter is added. 

Restriction Requirement 

Applicant herein confirms the provisional election to prosecute claims 1 -26 and 
33-73, and cancels without traverse claims 27-32. 

Section 112, second paragraph, Rejection 

Claims 1-26 and 27-44, and 45-73 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite. The Applicant traverses these rejections. The Applicant 
will address each specific rejection in turn: 

Claims 1, 33 and 44, the three remaining independent claims, have been amended 
to state -a lower limit of 0.01:1-, and reworded to state that the ratio "10:1" is -nan upper 
limit-, as derived directly from the specification as filed at paragraph [0017]. One skilled 
in the art would understand the nature of this language. 

As to the rejection based on the "order of addition of ingredients" being unclear, 
the Applicant traverses. From Claims 1 and 45, it is explicitly clear from step (a) that the 
Ziegler-Natta component is "modified" separate from its combination with the 
metallocenc, and further, separate from its eventual "activation" either immediately prior 
to entering the polymerization reactor or after entering the reactor. As for claim 33, it is 
also clear that the Ziegler-Natta component is added together with the other components 
in any order, so long a$ it is previously "modified". As discussed in the specification at 
paragraph [0014), it is advantageous to "modify" the Ziegler-Natta component of the 
bimetallic catalyst system to enhance its activity, while at the same time recognizing that 
adding the "modifier" in such a quantity to "activate" the system tends to make the 
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catalyst system less stable and thus not amendable to being stored for long periods of 
time. 

As for the comment regarding "how the modified Ziegler-Natta catalyst is non- 
activated in the presence of a group 13 aluminum compound", reference is made to the 
definition of "modified" in the specification as referred to above. Briefly, when an 
amount "having an upper limit of 10:1" of modifier to ZN component are contacted, the 
system is said to be "modified" as it has been found that in the present invention that this 
ratio is not enough to effectuate "activation" 

As to Claims 9, 15 and 16 (and 53, 60 and 61), Applicant contends that from 
paragraph [0014] and the knowledge of one skilled in the art that it is apparent that a 
"sufficient amount" is that that effectuates the polymerization of olefin. This could be 
most any amount, examples of which are disclosed at paragraph [0061] and the working 
examples. The Applicant contends that this disclosure would allow someone skilled in 
the art sufficient information without undue experimentation to perform the invention. 

As for Claims 20 and 21 (and Claims 65-66), the Applicant claims "an 
organomagesium compound", thus is not referring to the previous claims as reciting such 
a limitation. Thus, there is antecedent basis for this term. This is also true of the 
limitation "a support" in Claim 22 (and Claim 67). 

As to Claims 34 and 35, this simply refers to the two states of the bimetallic 
catalyst, one "non-activated", which is its condition prior to being "activated" with an 
activator as is known in the art; and "activated" which described the bimetallic catalyst" 
after it has been contacted with one or more "activators" in an amount sufficient to 
"activate" the system in order to effectuate the polymerization of olefin monomers, that 
state of the bimetallic catalyst taking place, for example, just prior to entering the reactor 
or after entering the reactor. 
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As for Claim 57, the Applicant contends that the claim is clear on its face without 
referring to an "upper limit" of activator, as one skilled in the art upon reading the 
specification could determine an adequate upper limit without undue experimentation. 

The Applicant requests that these rejections be withdrawn. 

Section 102 Rejection 

Claims 1-3, 7-24, 33, 35-38, 42-48, and 51-69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Ehrman at al (US 6,753,390). The Applicant traverses this 
rejection. The Applicant is unable to find a reference in Ehrman to the Applicant's 
claimed invention. In col. 6-7 of the Ehrman patent, it is described how to make a 
Ziegler-Natta-type component to a bimetallic catalyst, but there is no teaching of creating 
a "modified" Ziegler-Natta component as is being claimed. Thus, Ehrman cannot be said 
to anticipate the present claims. 

The Applicant requests that this rejection be withdrawn. 
Double Patenting 

Claims 33 and 37-38 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting over claims 1-11 of copending U.S. Patent 
Publication 2005/0038210. The Applicant traverses, as these claims are not directed in 
any manner to the claimed "modified" Ziegler-Natta containing bimetallic catalyst, 
method of its production, or use in polymerization. Given this, Applicant contends that 
the instant invention is not "a species of the copending application", as those claims 
would not "encompass those [claims] of the instant application". In fact, the instant 
claims arc a distinct invention not taught or suggested in the copending application, and 
not encompassed by the claims thereof. 

The Applicant requests that this rejection be withdrawn. 
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It is submitted that the case is in condition for allowance. The Applicant invites 
the Examiner to telephone the undersigned attorney if there are any other issues 
outstanding which have not been presented to the Examiner's satisfaction. 



Univation Technologies LLC 

5555 San Felipe, Suite 1950 
Houston, Texas 77056-2723 
Phone:713-892-3729 
Fax: 713-892-3687 




Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 45,427 
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